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CRIME VICTIM ADVOCACY SURVEY

BY KERI-ANNE JETZER

Governor Locke’s Executive Order 03-01 directs each
state agency to enhance service delivery. The Department of
Corrections (DOC) has a goal to reduce victimization. As a way
of working on both topics, DOC assessed service delivery to crime
victim service providers. Impartiality and ownership of a service
provider database prompted the choice of the Department of
Community, Trade and Economic Development’s Office of Crime
Victim Advocacy (OCVA) as survey administrator.

In February 2004, OCVA emailed approximately 250 surveys.

A total of 60 surveys were completed and returned, affording a

24 percent return rate. Analysis indicated that the majority of

the respondents were: government-based and community-based
agencies; provided direct victim services in rural areas; employed
6-25 people; have been in existence for over ten years; and/or have
held six or more contacts with DOC

Government-based agencies were mostly located on the eastern
side of the state, while community-based agencies were mostly
located on the western side of the state.

Satisfaction of service provided through various DOC contacts
(see Table) was evaluated on a scale consisting of 0 (Not
Applicable), 1 (Poor), 2 (Fair), 3 (Good) and 4 (Excellent). At the
most, just over one-third (21) of the 60 respondents answered these
satisfaction questions. Overall, satisfaction of service provided
through various DOC staff averaged between 3 and 4. The two
exceptions were contact with Risk Management Specialists and
with prison staff, both of which averaged 3 or slightly below. Note
that only four agencies responded as having had frequent contact
with Risk Management Specialists. Calculating the average of a
small group of numbers allows extreme responses (very low or
very high) to have a greater effect, thereby allowing the average to
be pulled up or down easily. This means that one respondent with
a very high (4) or very low (1) score could have easily affected the
average of the combined scores.

Satisfaction results by agency type showed that government-
based agencies, with an average between 3 and 4, had greater
satisfaction with DOC services than community-based agencies,
with an average between 2 and 4.

Overall Govt. Comm. Other

Doc Contacts Avg N Avg N Avg N Avg N
Community Corrections 34121 35|13 |34]|6 [3.0]2
Officer

Community Victim Liaisons 34111 |36]|6 334 21 |1

Victim Witness Notification 3418 [36]|7 |0 0 |20 (|1
Program Staff

Risk Management Specialist |30 |4 |28|2 |35|2 |0.0|0

Prison Staff 29|19 [34]|4 [25]|4 |30

Other Staff 34 |7 |34]|4 |40]|1 32 |2

Respondents ranked DOC priorities, as they perceived
them, and satisfaction of priority fulfillment. The priorities of
DOC as perceived by all responding agencies were as follows:
Government-based agencies - 1) Community supervision
of offenders; 2) Monitoring offenders for compliance; and 3)
Incarceration of offenders. Community-based agencies -
a 1) Incarceration of offenders; 2) Community supervision of
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offenders; and 3) Re-entry of offenders following confinement
tied with community safety/crime reduction.

Satisfaction in fulfillment of these perceived priorities
produced an overall average score of 2.5. The government-
based agency average was 2.8 and the community-based agency
average was 2.2.

There is a definite difference in satisfaction levels between
government- and community-based agencies and perceived
priorities of DOC. These survey results will provide a baseline
on which to compare future surveys.

The entire report, with all the survey questions included, can be found
on the internet under the Community Protection Unit’s Victim Services
website or the Budget, Research, and Strategic Planning website. It
is also available on the intranet by clicking on Budget and Research,
Publications, Crime Victims Service Providers Survey November 2004.



